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1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-20 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 

U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 

Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1,3-6, 9, 10, 13, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Franke et al. 

Regarding claims 1 , 9, and 20, Franke discloses a vehicle control system 
comprising: at least one image capture device for monitoring at least a portion of 
the system, the image capture device being capable to capture an image of the 
portion of the system being monitored (23, 80, and 210 in figure 1); an image 
processing assembly for processing the image captured by the image capture 
device (106 in figure 1); a warning device for providing a warning to the user (212 
in figure 1 ); wherein the image processing assembly processes the image 
captured by the image capture device in real time for determining if the warning 
condition exist and upon determining if the warning condition exists causes the 
warning device to provide a warning to the user (abstract, line 5-9; column 12, 
lines 18-22; and column 12, line 64-column 13, line 2). 
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As to claims 3 and 10, Franke discloses the warning device comprising a 
display displaying the image captured by the image capturing device to the user 
(28 in figure 1). 

As to claims 6 and 13, Franke discloses image capture device comprising 
a video camera, wherein the captured image being comprised of at least one of a 
continuous video and sampled frames of a continuous video (23 in figure 1 and 
column 13, lines 55-64). 

As to claim 4, Franke discloses querying the user to determine if the 
image should be displayed and displaying the image to the user if the user 
wishes the image to be displayed (column 14, lines 26-42). 

As to claim 5, Franke discloses processing of the captured image 
comprising at leas tone of processing a fusion of at least two images received 
from the two image capture devices and processing a fusion of an image and a 
measured parameter (column 12, lines 24-42). 

3. Claims 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Franke et al in view of Lemelson. 

The arguments advanced in paragraph 2 above as to the applicability of 
the reference are incorporated herein. 

As to claims 15-18, while Franke is silent about specific details regarding 
monitoring landing gear, wing, tire and engine, Lemelson discloses a GPS 
vehicle collision avoidance system comprising a monitoring system that monitors 
landing gear, wing, tire and engine area of the vehicle (column 2, lines 10-65). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
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invention was made to use the system for capturing the image of the monitoring 
system including landing gear, wing or engine as taught by Lemelson. Both, 
Franke and Lemelson's teachings, are directed to using the surveillance cameras 
to avoid or reduce the danger and they are routinely employed to reduce 
accidents and personal injuries as being evidenced by other prior art made of 
record in this office action. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Lemelson with Franke to obtain the invention as specified in the claim to adapt 
the surveillance control system in the aircraft, as well as vehicle, building, 
subway system, and wherever the security or accident may be of concern. 
4. Claims 2, 7, 8, 11, 12, 14, and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Franke et al in view of Schofield et al. 

The arguments advanced in paragraph 2 above as to the applicability of 
the reference are incorporated herein. 

As to claims 2,11, and 1 2, Franke does not teach details on a memory for 
storing the reference portion of the image and comparing the captured image 
with reference image. Even though Franke does not teach details on how the 
system detects, locates, and characterizes traffic-related incidents, it is clear from 
the disclose that the digital computer means in Franke's system performs image 
processing equivalent to image comparison in order to detect, locate, and 
characterize traffic-related incidents. Schofield discloses a memory for storing the 
reference portion of the image (column 19, lines 11-31) and comparing the 
captured image with reference image (abstract, lines 1-10). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to 
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combine image comparison technique taught in Schofield's into Franke's system 
of detecting, locating, and characterizing traffic-related incidents because 
detecting, locating, and characterizing traffic-related incidents would require 
some kind of comparison of image data to the reference image as in Schofield to 
achieve this objective. 

As to claims 7 and 14, Schofield discloses an image processing assembly 
monitoring a second warning system capable of detecting if the warning condition 
exists (column 14, lines 6-25). 

As to claim 19, Schofield discloses a warning system comprising a 
secured area and the warning condition comprising an authorized presence in 
the region (column 44, lines 52-67). 

As to claim 8, Franke teaches the captured image comprises at least one 
of an optical image, an infrared image, an ultra-violet image, and an image 
formed using non-visible wavelength of electromagnetic radiation (23, 80 and 
210 in figure 1). 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Boucourt, Yabe, Brodsky et al, Tserng, Uebel, and Courtney are also 

cited. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Yon Couso whose telephone number is (703) 
305-4779. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 am -5:00 pm from 
Monday to Friday 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Bhavesh Mehta, can be reached on (703) 308-5246. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application 
or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-3800. 




Yjc 



July 23, 2004 



